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A survey was conducted to examine internship supervisors' perceptions of the level of 
preparation being provided to school psychology interns in the areas of Traditional 
Assessment, Non-Traditional Assessment, Consultation, Interventions, and Other skill 
areas. Twenty-five training institutions from 16 states were rated by the supervisors. 
The responding supervisors' job roles primarily consisted of practicing school 
psychologists. It was reported that interns spent about half of the total time in internship 
activities performing Traditional Assessment. Time spent in performing activities in the 
areas of Consultation, Interventions, and Nontraditional Assessment made up the 
majority of the other half with close to the same amounts of time being spent performing 
each. Comparing the time spent in activities by interns and average school psychologists 
in the respondent's school district or agencies concluded the spend similar amounts of 
time performing Traditional Assessment, Interventions, Nontraditional Assessment, and 
Other Areas. However, school psychologists in the respondent's districts or agencies 
were reported to spend significantly more time performing consultation than interns. 
Intern supervisors perceived interns to be prepared by training programs at a level 
between "prepared" and "somewhat prepared" in the areas of Consultation and 
Interventions. They perceived interns to be closer to "somewhat prepared" in the area of 
Nontraditional Assessment. In the area of Traditional Assessment, supervisors perceived 
interns to be closer to being "prepared" in this area. And regarding the category of Other 
skill areas, they perceived interns to be "somewhat prepared." Overall, intervention 
was the most frequently reported area in which supervisors felt interns lacked training 
in. It was also the most frequently reported area by supervisors as having a 
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need for increased emphasis within professional training programs. Approximately 43% 
of the responses pertaining to whether training institutions are currently training to meet 
the current needs of the profession indicated that intern supervisors feel that they are. 
The majority of the responding internship supervisors reported that Traditional 
Assessment, Consultation, Interventions, or a well rounded global experience were the 




This researcher investigated the current level of training and practice of school 
psychologists by examining the perceptions of school psychology internship supervisors. 
Specifically, this project represents an examination of the level of perceived preparation 
provided by school psychology training programs. These training programs, as 
credentialed by the National Association of School Psychology (NASP), provide training 
based on specific goals and objectives set out in the NASP Standards for Training 
Programs, Field Placement Programs and Credentialing Standards (National 
Association of School Psychologists, 1994). These standards provide the foundation for 
the level of minimum preparation as well as specific training goals and objectives that 
guide the training and practice of school psychologists. Yet, job expectations and job 
roles of school psychologists are continually changing with the evolution of societal 
factors and the changing needs of children today which challenge the profession of 
school psychology to constantly adapt to these. First, an overview of the literature 
regarding the link or congruence between the training and practice of school psychology 
will be presented. Second, literature and information concerning the training and 
practice trends of school psychologists will follow. Finally, a survey to gather 
information regarding the perceived level of preparation provided by professional 
training programs to meet the expected job role will be proposed and a rationale for the 
use of internship supervisors will be presented. 
Examining the Link/Congruence Between Training and Practice 
The link between the training and practice of school psychologists is an issue that 
is becoming more and more important as efforts are focused upon examining and 
1 
2 
improving the quality of school-based psychological services. The importance of such a 
link is exemplified by the history of school psychology since the training of school 
psychologists, as well as the practice of school psychology, has changed dramatically 
over the last twenty years. Knoff, Curtis, and Batsche (1997) acknowledge the 
importance of examining training in relation to the practice of school psychology when 
they concluded, "significantly, the expected and needed role of the school psychologist in 
the 21st Century poses serious challenges to the current system of school psychology 
training" (p. 94). 
The importance of examining the link between the training and the practice of 
school psychology is further supported by the change in the types of services requested 
and expected of the school psychologist. In the most recent revision of School 
Psychology: A Blueprint for Training and Practice II, (National Association of School 
Psychologists, 1997) several challenges for school psychologists practicing in the last 
decade of the twentieth century are discussed. Such issues as population trends, 
declining government support, geographic and economic disparities, training, and some 
of the most challenging students ever in today's schools pose a greater challenge than 
ever to school psychologists (NASP, 1997). In addition to an evolution in the areas of 
need in the schools, the passage of legislation, namely Public Law 94-142, also has 
increased opportunities for an expanded job role including a wider range of services to be 
provided by the school psychologist. For example, the increase in need for consultative 
services, individual and group counseling, interventions with diverse populations, crisis 
intervention, and alternative forms of assessment such as curriculum based measurement 
(CBM) have been promoted as a result of this legislation (Alpert & Trachtman, 1980). 
This change in needs produces some interesting training and practice questions regarding 
whether there is an adequate level of preparation provided to school psychologists to 
meet these new role demands. These demands in turn provides professional training 
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programs with the ongoing challenge of improving the congruence between the level of 
training and expected practice of school psychologists. 
The congruence between the professional training of school psychology and the 
practice of school psychology is an area that has been examined in the past. Meachman 
and Peckman (1978) conducted a survey in the mid 1970's assessing 25 skill areas. 
They found significant differences between the emphasis given during training versus the 
emphasis on these skills in practice in all 25 skill areas; 20 of the skills were found 
to emphasize practice more than in training. A replication of this study (Fisher, 
Jenkins, & Crumbley, 1986) found that 19 out of the 25 skill variables examined 
reflected greater congruency between the training and practice of school psychology 
than eight years previously. The study also found that the role that school psychologists 
desired most, yet lacked training in, was consultation (Fisher et al., 1986). The 
suggestion is that as of the 1980's congruence between the training and practice of school 
psychology was improving. There remains, however, areas such as consultation and 
probably other non-traditional type job roles that school psychologists feel their training 
is lacking in order to meet current job expectations. 
Determining whether or not school psychologists are receiving training that 
adequately prepares them to provide the services they are expected to perform is not an 
easy task. The National Association of School Psychologists (NASP) has taken the 
leadership role in guiding the evolution of graduate training at the subdoctoral level 
through accreditation of training programs according to uniform standards and practice 
guidelines. However, there is still much variability in the training focus between 
programs. Kramer and Epps (1991) discussed some of the training problems that face 
school psychology trainers. One of those problems discussed was that some training 
programs continue to primarily focus on the skill of administering psychometric tests 
used to label and place children in need of special education services in spite of the need 
for school psychologists to possess a wider range of skills. The results of a survey by 
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Epps and Robicheaux (1991) found that over half of the training programs surveyed 
offered assessment courses containing psychometric tests only and another third taught a 
psychometric assessment course before a behavioral assessment course was introduced. 
The outcome of that survey re-emphasizes the pattern of some training programs that 
continue to stress a "testing" role as the primary role of the school psychologist. In 
addition, Epps and Robicheaux (1991) also concluded that overall intelligence tests were 
given more emphasis in training programs than any other form of assessment. In the 
recently revised School Psychology: A Blueprint for Training and Practice II (NASP, 
1997), the overemphasis on the training in administering standardized tests and the need 
for focus on the development of other skills is discussed as one of the primary challenges 
for trainers of school psychology and is discussed in relation to the need to examine 
instructional validity. Regarding the challenges facing the practice of school psychology 
today, it was noted, "consumers are beginning to require different kinds of practice from 
school psychologists, necessitating practitioners to build upon a multitude of skills, 
acquire new ones, and become proficient in their use" (NASP, 1997, p. 5). 
Training programs alone cannot take full responsibility for the over-emphasis on 
a "diagnostician" role for school psychologists as some school districts do prefer and 
expect this to be the role of the psychologist in the schools in order to meet federal and 
state mandates (Kramer & Epps, 1991). The expectation for the school psychologist to 
fill and perform the "tester" role has aided in shaping the profession of school 
psychology for a long time. With the onset of the school psychologist role in need of 
expansion in order to provide a new type and level of service, professional training 
program trends as well current practice trends of the school psychologist are in need of 
examination. 
Training and Training Trends 
In 1981, NASP performed its first comprehensive review of all its standards and 
guidelines related to the training and practice of school psychology including training 
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programs, practicum and internships, credentialing, service provision, and ethics (Curtis 
& Zins, 1989). The importance of developing a published set of standards and criteria 
became more apparent due to the fact these would regulate the training of school 
psychologists, set the criteria for entry into the field and impact the expectations of the 
role and practice of school psychologists. So it is not surprising that the education 
requirements of school psychologists include training and field placement standards. As 
a result, the first Standards for Training and Field Placement Programs in School 
Psychology (NASP, 1984) was adopted in 1984. This set of standards was the first one 
for the preparation of school psychologists. Not only did this document introduce an 
integrated set of standards regarding the training of school psychologists but it also 
impacted the credentialing of professional training programs primarily through program 
review (Curtis & Zins, 1989). Thus, criteria and standards for credentialing of training 
programs became NASP's next focus. NASP realized that credentialing has a big impact 
on the training and practice of school psychology as it provides a level of control over 
the profession. In addition, Curtis and Zins (1989) stressed the importance of program 
accreditation: 
The knowledge and skills that characterize school psychology nationally 
define the services that we can promote to consumers, as well as the way 
in which the profession is perceived by external agencies and 
organizations (state legislatures, boards of education). They also influence 
how school psychology perceives itself as a profession, (p. 186) 
As a result of the importance and need for a set of standards regarding the credentialing 
and program accreditation of school psychology training programs, NASP adopted the 
Standards for the Credentialing of School Psychologists (NASP, 1985). 
Uniform standards for the training, field placement, and credentialing for school 
psychologists were most recently revised and adopted by the National Association of 
School Psychologists in 1994. The new training standards for school psychologists 
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include several different levels and categories of training. These areas address such 
training objectives as values that should guide the profession, the amount and level of 
knowledge base provided by coursework, recommendations as to the structure and 
content of the practicum experience, performance-based accountability of the training 
programs, program level and structural requirements, and the philosophy and standards 
for the internship. In addition, the training standards supported a more comprehensive 
training curriculum for school psychologists both at the specialist and doctoral levels. 
"NASP (1994) recommended five broad content areas that should serve as the foundation 
for the training of school psychologists. These were psychological foundations, 
educational foundations, intervention/problem-solving, statistics and research 
methodologies, and professional school psychology. With the adoption of these new 
standards for the training and practice of school psychology and considering the impact 
these have on program accreditation, it is logical to assume that changes in training 
programs have been adopted or in the process of being adopted in order to comply to 
these. Again the issue of the congruence of training and practice becomes an important 
topic as program reviews by NASP, for the purpose of accreditation, will continue to 
apply this new set of standards as the "criteria" for the training of school psychologists 
which in turn provides important implications for the practice of school psychologists. 
Included in these new standards (NASP, 1994) were new training standards for 
school psychology internship. The philosophy of the internship, which typically occurs 
in the third year of graduate training, is that it is to be a "culminating experience" in the 
preparation of students to practice psychology in the school setting (NASP, 1994). It is 
designed to be a comprehensive experience in which the student integrates his/her formal 
training and practicum experiences along with supervision to practice learned skills as 
well as to learn and practice new skills. The internship is the final stage of the training 
process and thus is where the student is expected to use his/her knowledge and skills in 
an applied form to fulfill the expectations and role of the school psychologist under 
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supervision. It is also where the student is provided the first opportunity to display the 
full range of outcomes set out by the training program and to refine and further develop 
these skill outcomes. In other words, the internship is the initial display of the product 
being put out by professional school psychology training programs and in essence at the 
end of the internship year, is the finished product of the training program. Therefore, the 
specific objectives of the training programs should play a big part in designing the 
internship year for the student from each particular training program. In fact, NASP 
(1994) states explicitly that the internship should not only occur in a setting that is 
appropriate to the training program's objectives but also the quality of the internship 
experience should be evaluated in a consistent manner with the training program's 
objectives. 
The need for the internship experience to address the training program's 
objectives provides an interesting arena of relatively unresearched information as it 
introduces a very important link between the training and practice of school 
psychologists. This link is found between the fundamental stage of professional training 
(coursework, practicum, training workshops/modules) and the immediate implementation 
of skills and knowledge through the internship experience that would exemplify the 
training program's overall objectives thus emphasizing the crucial role that the internship 
supervisor plays in the training of a school psychologist. The third year, being the 
internship year, is the final stage of training before the student enters the field as an 
autonomous practitioner. The intern supervisor, therefore, has an important 
responsibility in the training process as he or she is asked to oversee and examine the 
performance of the intern in order to determine if the appropriate level of knowledge and 
skill development has taken place in the prior training phases. In addition, the internship 
supervisor is also responsible for ensuring that the internship fulfills the student's 
professional training program's objectives by providing opportunities and experiences to 
meet these objectives. The internship supervisor is often thought of as a professional 
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trainer although most supervisors are independent of the training program. However, 
NASP (1994) recommends that the intern supervisor be considered as adjunct faculty of 
the training program as they are responsible for the last stage of professional training. 
Ideally, this role is the desired one of the intern supervisor as recommended by NASP 
standards for the internship and internship supervisor. In fact, NASP (1994) explicitly 
states in their standards for training for supervisors from local educational agencies that 
Program faculty are responsible for providing appropriate orientation to 
non-program supervisors. This facilitates the clarification of the role and 
function of all parties and assists the non-program supervisors in carrying 
out responsibilities in a manner consistent with the training objectives, 
(p. 25) 
Thus, as regards to the training issues discussed above, the importance of the internship 
experience and of the internship supervisor is evident and there should be a strong link 
between the first stage of training (coursework and practicum) and the second stage of 
training (the internship). 
Although NASP (1994) sets out explicit recommendations and requirements as to 
the five content areas of a training program in school psychology, it does not, however, 
explicitly set out the amount and emphasis that training programs must place on certain 
skill areas. As a result, training programs decide the level and amount of training they 
provide for each content area. For example, NASP (1994) established several standards 
such as biological bases of behavior or human learning that should be addressed in the 
formal stage of training (coursework, practicum, etc.). However, these standards do not 
necessarily require that an entire graduate-level course be devoted to each of the areas 
but require that "substantive preparation" be provided in each of the areas (p. 9). The 
substantive preparation may be met via an entire course, portions of one or more courses, 
didactic components of practicum or internship, or practicum or internship experiences. 
This coursework inevitably provides levels of variability among emphasis on each 
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content areas across training programs which in turn provides variability of the level of 
preparation school psychologists are obtaining from individual training programs. One 
training program may choose an entire course for interventions whereas another training 
program may provide a professional four to five week module. Therefore, while 
accredited training programs as a whole may be meeting the objectives and standards set 
out by NASP (1994), they may be meeting some objectives more extensively than others. 
Little information has been gathered on whether a training program's objectives 
or primary focus is established according to practice needs, specialty of training faculty, 
use of a traditional curriculum, or just exactly what factors are given prominent 
consideration. In addition, little is known as to how much training programs have 
changed according to the revised standards (NASP, 1994) in bringing themselves in 
alignment with the expectations of leaders and practitioners in the field. 
Leaders and practitioners in the field can have a major impact on the maintaining 
or changing of the focus and emphasis of a training program. In every profession, there 
are those who are considered "experts", professionals who have established themselves in 
the field and as important contributors to the knowledge base and regulation of a 
particular profession. It is important to consider the impact that a set of professional 
standards can have on a field as it usually provides a measure of control that guides the 
knowledge and skill, through training, which in turn impacts the expectations and 
perceptions of the profession itself. When NASP (1984, 1994) developed and revised the 
standards for the training of school psychologists, these "experts" were primary 
contributors to these standards. Many experts have offered numerous suggestions as to 
what school psychologists should be trained to do or how they should function in an 
educational setting. For example, the School Psychology: A Blueprint for Training and 
Practice II (NASP, 1997) which is composed by various experts in the profession makes 
suggestions as to the direction professional training programs should be going in based 
on the new 1994 standards (NASP, 1994) and with observed changes in the expected role 
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and function of the school psychologist. These recommendations included that training 
programs should be maximizing resources, utilizing collaboration with other departments 
and disciplines, recruitment and retention of multicultural and multiethnic graduate 
students, and striving for more instructional validity which refers to offering more 
training in areas that are in demand or expected in practice. Knoff, Curtis, and Batsche 
(1997) recommend that professional training programs should be teaching the scientist-
practitioner model and that professors, field supervisors, colleagues in related 
professions, and graduate students should share responsibilities involved in the training 
of school psychologists. They also recommend the curriculum used to train school 
psychologists should be based on a problem solving framework. They conclude that the 
focus of training programs should be to train and produce effective problem solvers and 
not based on just training a certain set of skills for certain areas of skill or need. In 
addition, many practitioners in the field contributed suggestions and recommended 
criteria that were adopted in the development and implementation of the revised 
standards (NASP, 1994). Experts, as well as those who are practicing in the field, can 
impact to a great degree the training objectives set for the training of school 
psychologists which in turn impacts the objectives set for the practice of school 
psychology and thus should be considered when looking at the congruence between the 
two. Very limited information on how much training programs have or have not adopted 
some of the more recent suggestions by experts and/or practitioners is available. 
Practice and Practice Trends 
Many investigations have yielded information about the functions, roles, 
practices, preferred roles, and job satisfaction of school psychologists (Thomas, 
Levinson, Orf, & Pinciotti, 1992; Smith, 1984; Lacayo, Sherwood, & Morris, 1981). It 
is very important to examine these practice trends in order to assess the types of services 
that are either desired roles of school psychology practitioners or of the employing 
agencies (i.e. school systems, etc.). The practice of school psychology can directly 
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reflect the types of skills and services that are necessitated by the populations that are 
being served. This practice is crucial information that should be continuously examined 
and implemented into the professional training stages. Numerous research studies 
provide information that support the finding that the practices and roles of school 
psychologists are not uniform across counties, cities, or states (Reschly & Connolly, 
1990; Smith, 1984; Hughes & Clark, 1981). For example, rural and urban differences 
between the role and practices of school psychology practitioners have been concluded 
(Hughes & Clark, 1981; Reschly & Connolly, 1990). 
In the early 1980's, Lacayo, Sherwood, and Morris (1981) performed a national 
survey of the daily activities of school psychologists and found that assessment activities 
composed about 40% of the work day and that consultative activities composed about 
another one-third of the day. Smith (1984) found a more specific breakdown of the 
activities performed in a survey of 877 school psychologists that 54% of the time was 
spent in assessment, 23% in Intervention, 19% in Consultation, and only 1% in research. 
In a more recent study, Roberts and Rust (1994) compared the roles of school 
psychologists in Iowa and Tennessee and found that they occupy different roles. 
Tennessee school psychologists were reported as spending the majority of their time in 
assessment activities, whereas in Iowa school psychologists performed more alternative 
functions such as intervention and consultation than assessment activities. So it appears 
that assessment may play a larger than needed or desired role in the practice of many 
school psychologists, leaving limited time for other types of services to be provided. 
Examining the training and practice of school psychology and the role that each 
of these play in molding the amount and types of services provided is difficult to assess. 
Some research findings supports the greater impact of training on practice, and yet other 
research findings supports agency expectations provide greater impact on the expected 
practice role of the school psychologist. Reschly and Wilson (1995) offer important 
information regarding this inconsistency as they found that "the rankings of reported use 
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of the various techniques and instruments and the preferred assessment approaches of 
practitioners are very similar to the rankings of emphasis in the training programs 
reported by the trainers" (p. 383). The suggestion is that school psychologists practice 
primarily what they are trained to do. These implications are important to the practice of 
training school psychologists as the needs and services desired in schools are changing. 
The impact that school district's expectations of school psychologists has on training and 
practice issues can be examined through surveys and school satisfaction surveys. One 
such survey by Thomas, Orf, Levinson, and Pinciotti (1992) surveyed 512 school 
administrator's perceptions of school psychologists. Although Thomas et al. (1992) had 
found that previous studies had indicated administrator's preference for a primarily 
psychometric emphasis for school psychologists, their survey found that the best 
predictor of administrator's satisfaction with school psychologists was the amount of time 
the school psychologist was perceived to be spending consulting with teachers and 
providing instructional or remedial recommendations. So this information offers 
argument against the notion that school districts are primarily looking to school 
psychologists to fill just the "diagnostician" role needed by their schools. Therefore, the 
training of school psychology as well as expectations of the school districts both appear 
to play an important role in molding the practice of school psychology. This role re-
emphasizes the importance of examining the link between training and practice as job 
roles and job expectations are constantly changing. 
Purpose 
This research provides information about the training and practice of school 
psychology from the internship supervisors' perspective. The intern supervisor has the 
opportunity of witnessing and experiencing the initial output of today's professional 
school psychology training programs as well as to grasp what objectives are set out for 
the internship to meet the training programs expectations. Being the "culminating 
experience" (NASP, 1994), the internship and internship supervisor can offer unique 
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information and perceptions that other surveys have failed to examine. In addition, the 
internship supervisor is the person who most closely examines the "product" of the 
formal training process in action. He/she has the most "first hand" knowledge of the 
outcome product of a professional school psychology training program, namely the 
intern, upon exit from the program. This study is intended to examine the amount of 
time interns spend in specific job roles, as rated by the supervisor, as well as internship 
supervisors' perceptions as to the level of preparation that the school psychology student 
has received from the training programs in order to provide and perform specific 
psychological services. In addition, it will look at the intern supervisors' perceptions of 
the training program's specific training objectives as exemplified by the intern and 
internship experiences. Specifically, the present study attempts to address the following 
research questions: 
1. What is the level of knowledge of school psychology program graduates, 
according to internship supervisors' perceptions, in the areas of 
Traditional Assessment, Non-Traditional Assessment, Consultation, 
Interventions, and in "Other" skill areas? 
2. What is the level of skill (application) of school psychology program 
graduates, according to internship supervisors' perceptions, in the areas of 
Traditional Assessment, Non-Traditional Assessment, Consultation, 
Interventions, and in "Other" skill areas? 
3. What is the relationship between level of knowledge and level of skill 
(application) of school psychology program graduates in the areas of 
Traditional Assessment, Non-Traditional Assessment, Consultation, 
Interventions, and "Other" skill areas? 
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4. How much time do school psychology interns spend performing activities 
in the areas of Traditional Assessment, Non-Traditional Assessment, 
Consultation, Interventions, and "Other" skill areas? 
5. How much time does the typical school psychologist spend performing 
activities in the areas of Traditional Assessment, Non-Traditional 
Assessment, Consultation, Interventions, and "Other" areas? 
6. Are there differences between the amount of time interns spend in 
activities versus the typical school psychologist? 
Methods 
Participants A list of all 97 NASP accredited school psychology specialist training 
programs was obtained from NASP, and all programs were contacted in order to solicit a 
list of five or more internship supervisors who have worked in conjunction with their 
institution since 1994. From the obtained list of internship supervisors, all were mailed a 
copy of the survey and a cover letter explaining the purpose and significance of the 
study. The criteria for being a respondent was that the supervisor had supervised two or 
more interns from the same school psychology program since 1994 when new NASP 
standards and credentials were adopted. The internship supervisor was asked to fill out a 
survey for each training program from which they had supervised two or more interns 
since 1994. Since supervisors were asked to rate training program preparation, only 
supervisors of more than one intern from the training program were included to help 
reduce any bias due to individual differences in interns. 
Procedures 
Survey. A survey designed for mail out was developed for the present study in 
order to obtain information from the internship supervisor. Specifically, the intern 
supervisor was asked to rate questions in the following areas: (a) the amount of time their 
interns spent performing the five domain areas, (b) the level of preparation in each of the 
five domains the supervisor perceived the intern as having, (c) school district's need for 
school psychologists, (d) the interns' perceived level of preparation in 28 specific skill 
areas, (e) the time an average school psychologist in the supervisor's district performs the 
five domain areas, and (f) the expectations of agencies to perform each of the five 
domain areas. In addition, responses to open-ended questions related to the training 
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objectives and practice trends in school psychology were included. The five domain 
areas (Traditional Assessment, Nontraditional Assessment, Intervention, Consultation, 
and Other) were established from the NASP standards (1994) and professional literature. 
The 28 specific skill areas under each domain were obtained from previous surveys and 
research studies (Barnett, 1986; Hynd et al., 1980; Reschly & McMaster-Beyer, 1991). 
Internship supervisors were asked to respond to amount of time (percentages) their 
interns spend in particular activities by recording the percentage of time they spent 
performing activities within each of the five domain areas. Then they were asked to 
record the perceived level of training the intern received in each of the five broad domain 
areas by recording whether they felt program graduates were prepared, somewhat 
prepared, or unprepared. For each of the 28 skill areas, the internship supervisor was 
asked to rate on a five point Likert scale the perceived level of knowledge the interns 
received from their graduate training. In addition, the internship supervisor was asked to 
rate on a separate five point Likert scale their perceptions as to the program graduate's 
ability to apply each of the 28 skill areas. 
To assist in establishing the content validity of the broad and specific skill 
areas, several school psychology practitioners and internship supervisors were asked to 
review the survey for question specificity, clarity, and appropriateness. Information 
received from this content review was incorporated into the survey before mail out. A 
survey method was chosen due to its ability to obtain information directly from 
respondents. Through the use of item analyses, these responses were useful in 
identifying specific training needs (Kosecoff & Fink, 1985) for school psychologists as 
reported by internship supervisors. A mailed, self administered survey method was used 
for its cost effectiveness, convenience for the respondents, and to ensure confidentiality 
of the respondents. Other recommendations by Kosecoff and Fink (1985) were also 
implemented in the present study including enclosing a stamped self reply envelope to 
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encourage response with no expenses incurred and enclosing a brief letter with the survey 
that describes the purpose of the survey. A copy of the survey is included in Appendix 
A. 
Survey mailing procedures. All 97 NASP accredited training programs were 
mailed a letter explaining the purpose and rationale for the study along with a form to list 
five or more internship supervisors names and addresses who have worked in juncture 
with their training program. A copy of the letter mailed to the training programs is 
included in Appendix B. The criteria for the supervisors to be listed were that they have 
supervised more than one intern from the training program and that they have done so 
since 1994. A postcard follow-up was sent to all programs that had not responded within 
3 weeks after the first mail-out. After obtaining a list of internship supervisors from the 
responding training programs, all names received were mailed a copy of the survey with 
a cover letter explaining the study and importance of filling out the survey, and an 
addressed and stamped return envelope. A copy of the consent form and cover letter that 
was mailed to the internship supervisors is provided in Appendix C and Appendix D. 
Each questionnaire was coded with a number to signify the respondent and the training 
programs the interns are from. This coding enabled the respondent to reply with no 
identifying information and therefore confidentiality was maintained. A statement at the 
top of the survey indicated the criteria for being a respondent. In addition, the cover letter 
stated that participation was completely voluntary and withdrawal from the study at any 
time was up to their discretion. In addition, there was also a box in which respondents 
could check if they wanted to receive the results of the study. 
Approximately three weeks following the date of the initial mail out, a postcard 
follow-up was sent to those supervisors who had not responded. The postcard stressed 
and emphasized the importance of responding due to the important implications for 
training that were involved as well as sample size issues for an acceptable response rate. 
The survey and procedures for this project underwent examination to determine 
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accordance with ethical research guidelines and was granted approval by the Western 
Kentucky University Human Subjects Review Board. A copy of the letter granting 
approval is included in Appendix E. 
Data Analysis 
Descriptive statistics were calculated for all of the questions on the survey. Chi-
square analyses were computed to examine sample representation. Research questions 
one and two which examined the perceived level of knowledge and application of interns 
were examined primarily using descriptive statistics as well as interrater reliablilities. To 
examine the third research question which addresses the relationship between the level of 
perceived knowledge and level of application, Pearson r correlation coefficients were 
calculated. To address research questions four, five, and six which examined how much 
time interns spend performing activies in the five domain areas, how much time a typical 
school psychologist spends performing activities in five domain areas, and whether there 
is a difference between the two, descriptive statistics and paired t-tests were employed. 
Responses to open-ended questions were examined through the use of content analysis. 
Content analysis was used to group responses into similar categories by using the five 
domain areas and categorizing responses into those categories followed by calculating 
frequency data for each item. 
Results 
Return Rate 
Return rate percentages for the mailout to training institutions were tallied based 
upon the number of requests sent and the number returned within three weeks after the 
postcard follow-up. Thirty-one training institutions (32% return rate) out of the total 97 
programs responded to the request. Six of the 31 institutions did not provide a list of 
internship supervisors' names due to concerns about releasing intern supervisors' names 
and addresses without prior consent or due to lack of available time to provide a list of 
names. Twenty-five training institutions responded (25.7% response rate) with one or 
more names of intern supervisors' names that have supervised in conjunction with the 
institution since 1994. A total of 167 names were obtained from the 25 responding 
institutions. Nine of these obtained names and addresses lacked sufficient information 
for mail-out such as street addresses, legible presentation of the supervisor's first and last 
name, or the state. The end result was a total of 158 usable intern supervisors' names 
and addresses for the mail-out of the survey. 
Return rate percentages for the survey mail-out to intern supervisors were tallied 
based upon the number of surveys sent and the number returned within three weeks of 
the postcard follow-up. A total of 57 surveys (36 1%) were completed and returned. 
Four of the surveys were deemed unusable for data analysis due to the supervisor not 
completing the back side of the survey, which left 24 survey items unanswered. This 
total left 53 usable surveys (33.5% usable response rate) for inclusion in the data 
analysis. Response rates of 35-40% (Carlson & Sincavage, 1987; Leavell & 
Lewandowski, 1988) are typical response rates obtained during national surveys of 
school psychologists. The current 
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survey's response rate met that rate, however the usable response rate fell slightly short 
of that range. 
Description of Respondents 
The 25 responding training institutions were all NASP accredited school 
psychology specialist training programs. Geographic representation indicated that 
training institutions from 20 states responded with a list of supervisors' names. 
According to the Directory of School Psychology Graduate Programs (Thomas, 1998), 
there are 97 accredited specialist level school psychology training programs across 39 
states. Table 1 provides the geographic representation by NASP regions (according to 
NASP, 1997) of the 97 accredited training institutions, the 25 responding training 
institutions, and the responding intern supervisors. All five NASP regions were 
represented by respondents. A chi-square analysis was performed to examine the 
distribution of the number of responding intern supervisors as compared to the 
distribution of the number of accredited training institution for each NASP region. 
Results indicated proportionate differences in the obtained distribution for the South East 
region [X2(l, n = 36) - 12.46, p < .05] and for the West Central region [X2(l, n = 22) = 
13.76, p < .05] indicating an underrepresentation of respondents for these two areas. 
Fifty-three internship supervisors completed and returned a completed survey. 
Table 2 provides the number of states represented in the sample, the number of 
respondents from each of the states and number of training institutes rated from each 
state. The 53 internship supervisors that completed surveys were representative of 16 
states, and there were a total of 25 training institutions rated through the use of the 
survey. Thirteen training programs (52%) were rated by more than one intern 
supervisor. 
The 53 intern supervisors, who served as respondents to the survey, occupied 
different job roles. The majority of the responding supervisors (75.5%) occupied a role 
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T a b l e 10. 
Sample Representation of Responding NASP Accredited Training Institutions, and Responding Intern 
Supervisors by NASP Regions. 
NASP Region Number of Accredited Number of Responding Number of Responding 
















''National Association of School Psychologist Regions from NASP (1997). 
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T a b l e 10. 
Geographic Representation and Frequencies of Intern Supervisors and Number of Institutions Rated 
According to State. 
Training Programs 
Respondents Rated 
State n n 
New York 15 7 
Virginia 2 L 
Texas 3 1 
Pennsylvania 1 1 
Kentucky 3 1 
Tennessee 4 2 
Florida 2 1 
Connecticut 1 1 
Colorado 2 1 
Illinois 5 2 
Ohio 4 2 
Michigan 3 1 
Montana 2 1 
Arkansas 2 1 
Indiana 1 1 
Louisiana 2 1 
Note. Totals were as follows: 16 States Represented. 53 Respondents, and 25 Training Institutes 
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as a practicing school psychologist. Fifteen percent of the respondents identified their 
role as being a lead, director, or supervisor of psychological services. The remaining 
supervisors occupied other roles such as facilitators or director of special education. One 
supervisor did not respond (1.9%) to this survey item. Examination of the reported 
percentage of job role the respondents (supervisors) spend in non-school psychologist 
role indicated that most (77.4%) of the respondents reported spending not more than 50% 
of their time in performing non-school psychologist role. Eleven respondents (20.8%) 
reported spending more than 50% of their total job role performing non-school 
psychologist role and one respondent (1.8%) did not respond to the survey item. 
The majority (94.3%) of the respondents were state certified, state licensed, or 
nationally certified psychologists. Information pertaining to the date of training for the 
sample of respondents indicated that approximately two thirds of the respondents 
completed their graduate training since 1980. In addition, information was obtained as 
to the number of interns on which the supervisor based their ratings. The majority of the 
supervisors (89%) had supervised from two to four interns since 1994. The maximum 
number of interns that any supervisor had supervised from a single training program was 
ten. The mean number of supervised interns from each training institution rated by the 
53 respondents was 3.42. 
Descriptive Survey Data 
In order to address each of the research questions, frequencies, percentages, 
means, modes, standard deviations, and when appropriate, ranges were tallied for each 
survey item. Domain areas refer to the five global skill areas of practice: Traditional 
Assessment, Nontraditional Assessment, Consultation, Interventions, and Other (grant 
writing, in-services, resources, etc.). The following sections describe the data analyses 
performed in order to address each research question individually. 
Level of overall perceived preparation in five domain areas. Table 3 summarizes 
the descriptive statistics for the intern supervisors' perceptions as to the overall level of 
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T a b l e 10. 
Means, Modes, Standard Deviations, and Ranges for Overall Perceived Level of Preparation by Intern 
Supervisor of Intern to Perform Five Domain Areas. 
Skill Area M a Mode SD Range 
Consultation 1.66 1.00 .73 2.00 
Interventions 1.47 1.00 .57 2.00 
Non-Traditional 
Assessment 1.78 2.00 .64 2.00 
Traditional 
Assessment 1.19 1.00 48 2.00 
Other Skill Areas 2.42 3.00 .69 2.00 
Note. The above data is based on ratings by supervisors using 1 for Prepared. 2 for Somewhat Prepared, 
and 3 for Unprepared. While there were a total of 53 respondents to the survey, at times respondents did 
not respond to a particular item or responded with an unusable response. This resulted in an N of less 
than 53 for some survey items. 
d95% confidence intervals were computed for the means and are as follows: Consultation 1.46 to 1.86. 
Interventions 1.31 to 1.63, Non-traditional assessment 1.60 to 1.98. Traditional assessment 1.05 to 1.33, 
and Otlier skill areas 2.22 to 2.62. 
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preparation for the five domain areas. Internship supervisors were asked to rate the level 
of preparation provided by the training institution in the five domain areas. Ratings 
ranged from one for prepared, two for somewhat prepared, to three for unprepared for 
each of the five areas. Intern supervisors perceived the level of preparation of interns in 
the areas of Consultation (1.66) and Interventions (1.47) at a level between prepared and 
somewhat prepared. They perceived interns to be closer to somewhat prepared by 
training programs in the area of Nontraditional Assessment (mean rating = 1.78). In the 
area of Traditional Assessment, supervisors perceived the level of preparation of interns 
to be closer to being prepared in this area (mean rating = 1.19). And regarding Other 
skill areas, they perceived the level of preparation to be between adequate and somewhat 
prepared (mean rating = 2.42). Table 4 summarizes the frequencies and percentages of 
the ratings by the intern supervisors. Interrater reliabilities were computed for multiple 
supervisors' ratings of the same training program for the five Domain areas. Results 
indicated that the interrater reliability ranged from .60 to .87 across the thirteen training 
programs that were rated by more than one supervisor. 
Level of overall perceived preparation of intern for 28 skill areas. Intern 
supervisors were asked to rate the level of preparation provided by the training institution 
in regard to the twenty-eight skill areas within the five domain Areas of Traditional 
Assessment, Nontraditional Assessment, Consultation, Intervention, and Other. Level of 
preparation was broken down into level of knowledge and level of ability to apply each 
skill area. The intern supervisors were asked to rate the level of preparation provided by 
the training program for each skill on a Likert scale from one (limited knowledge or 
ability to apply) to five (extensive knowledge or ability to apply) or NA for not 
applicable. Appendix E provides the frequencies and percentages of supervisors' 
perceptions as the level of preparation, using knowledge as an index, of the 28 skill areas. 
In addition, Appendix F summarizes the frequencies and percentages of supervisors' 
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Tab le 10. 
Frequencies and Percentages of Ratings by Intern Supervisors According to Level of Preparation of 
Intern in the Five Domain Areas. 
Skill Area n % 
Consultation 
Prepared 26 49.1 
Somewhat Prepared 19 35.8 
Unprepared 8 15.1 
Interventions 
Prepared 30 56.6 
Somewhat Prepared 21 39.6 
Unprepared 2 3.8 
Non-traditional Assessment 
Prepared 17 32.1 
Somewhat Prepared 29 54.7 
Unprepared 6 11.3 
No Response 1 1.9 
Traditional Assessment 
Prepared 45 84.9 
Somewhat Prepared 6 11.3 
Unprepared 2 3.8 
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perceptions as to the level of preparation, using ability to apply (application) as an index, 
for the 28 skill areas. 
Descriptive data was obtained for both knowledge and ability to apply ratings for 
all 28 skill areas. Table 5 provides this data for the five skill areas under the domain of 
Traditional Assessment. The mean ratings for assessment techniques, behavior rating 
scales, and interpretation/integration of assessment in both knowledge and ability to 
apply areas were found to be between a rating of 4.00 to 4.50 (one being limited 
knowledge or ability to apply and five being extensive knowledge or ability to apply). In 
the area of projective techniques, mean ratings were between 2.00 and 2.50 (one being 
limited knowledge or ability to apply and five being extensive knowledge or ability to 
apply). 
For knowledge and ability to apply in the area of assessment with special populations, 
mean ratings were between the 3.00 and 4.00 range (one being limited knowledge or 
ability to apply and five being extensive knowledge or ability to apply). 
Table 6 provides the descriptive data for the seven skill areas under the Non-
Traditional Assessment domain. Mean ratings for the level of preparation (knowledge 
and ability to apply) in alternative assessment and interpretation/integration of Non-
Traditional Assessment were between 3.00 and 3.50 (one being limited knowledge or 
ability to apply and five being extensive knowledge or ability to apply). For the areas of 
assessment of preschool, assessment of bilingual/minority, and low incident assessment, 
mean ratings were between the 2.50 and 3.00 range (one being limited knowledge or 
ability to apply and five being extensive knowledge or ability to apply). Mean ratings 
for neuropsychological assessment were found to be between 2.00 and 2.50 and between 
4.00 and 4.25 for the area of observation techniques (one being limited knowledge or 
ability to apply and five being extensive knowledge or ability to apply). Table 7 
provides descriptive data for the nine skill areas that compose the Intervention domain. 
Mean ratings for interventions with special populations, home/school collaboration, 
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Table 6. 
Means, Modes. Standard Deviations, and Range for Knowledge and Application of Non-Traditional Assessment 
Skill M Mode SD Range 
Assessment Techniques 
Knowledge 4.38 5.00 0.84 4.00 
Application 4.38 5.00 0.86 4.00 
Interpretation/Integration 
Knowledge 4.26 5.00 0.92 4.00 
Application 4.25 5.00 0.94 4.00 
Special Populations 
Knowledge 3.83 4.00 0.98 4.00 
Application 3.74 4.00 0.96 4.00 
Projective Techniques 
Knowledge 2.49 3.00 0.99 3.00 
Application 2.44 3.00 1.06 4.00 
Behavior Rating Scales 
Knowledge 4.04 4.00 0.83 3.00 
Application 4.00 4.00 0.85 3.00 
Note. While there were a total of 53 respondents to the survey, at times respondents did not respond to a particular 
item or responded with an unusable response. This resulted in an N of less than 53 for some items. 
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Table 6. 
Means, Modes. Standard Deviations, and Range for Knowledge and Application of Non-Traditional Assessment 
Skill M Mode SD Range 
Alternative Assessment 
Knowledge 3.38 4.00 1.03 4.00 
Application 3.35 4.00 1.07 4.00 
Interpretation/Integration 
Knowledge 3.34 3.00 0.98 4.00 
Application 3.35 4.00 1.01 4.00 
Bilingual and Minority 
Knowledge 2.69 2.00 1.09 4.00 
Application 2.73 2.00 1.17 4.00 
Preschool 
Knowledge 2.85 2.00 1.41 4.00 
Application 2.85 4.00 1.44 4.00 
Neuropsychological Assessment 
Knowledge 2.31 1.00 1.13 3.00 
Application 2.24 1.00 1.16 3.00 
Observation Techniques 
Knowledge 4.10 4.00 0.85 3.00 
Application 4.06 4.00 0.87 3.00 
Low Incident Assessment 
Knowledge 2.71 2.00 1.21 4.00 
Application 2.65 3.00 1.21 4.00 
Note. While there were a total of 53 respondents to the survey, at times respondents did not respond to a particular 
item or responded with an unusable response. This resulted in an N of less than 53 for some items. 
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Table 6. 
Means, Modes. Standard Deviations, and Range for Knowledge and Application of Non-Traditional Assessment 
Skill M Mode SD Range 
Bilingual and Minority 
Knowledge 2.56 2.00 1.25 4.00 
Application 2.63 2.00 1.29 4.00 
Special Populations 
Knowledge 3.44 3.00 0.85 3.00 
Application 3.50 3.00 0.92 3.00 
Preschool 
Knowledge 2.80 3.00 1.36 4.00 
Application 2.83 1.00 1.46 4.00 
Home/School Collaboration 
Knowledge 3.62 4.00 1.01 4.00 
Application 3.50 4.00 1.09 4.00 
Mental Health 
Knowledge 3.85 4.00 1.06 4.00 
Application 3.79 4.00 1.07 4.00 
Individual Counseling 
Knowledge 3.61 4.00 1.02 4.00 
Application 3.52 4.00 1.05 4.00 
Group Counseling 
Knowledge 3.55 4.00 1.08 4.00 
Application 3.49 4.00 1.12 4.00 
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Improve/Enhance Academics 
Knowledge 3.47 4.00 1.08 4.00 
Application 3.54 4.00 1.07 4.00 
Community Resources 
Knowledge 3.16 3.00 1.09 4.00 
Application 3.26 3.00 1.12 4.00 
Note. While there were a total of 53 respondents to the survey, at times respondents did not respond to a particular 
item or responded with an unusable response. This resulted in an N of less than 53 for some items. 
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mental health, individual counseling, group counseling, interventions to improve 
academic performance, and community resources all were between 3.00 and 4.00 (one 
being limited knowledge or ability to apply and five being extensive knowledge or ability 
to apply). In the areas of interventions with bilingual/minority populations and 
assessment with preschool, mean rating for level of knowledge and ability to apply were 
between 2.50 and 3.00 (one being limited knowledge or ability to apply and five being 
extensive knowledge or ability to apply). 
Table 8 summarizes descriptive data for knowledge and application ratings for the 
three areas that composed the Consultation domain. In the areas of Consultation with 
parents and with community agents, the mean ratings for both level of knowledge and 
ability to apply were between 3.25 and 4.00. In the area of consultation with 
teachers/school personnel mean ratings were between 4.00 and 4.25 (one being limited 
knowledge or ability to apply and five being extensive knowledge or ability to apply). 
Table 9 provides descriptive data for knowledge and application variables for the 
four skill areas that compose the Other domain. Mean ratings for research strategies 
were between 2.75 and 3.00, ratings for program evaluation were between 2.75 and 3.25, 
between 3.75 and 4.00 for resources, and between 4.25 and 4.50 for the area of 
ethical/legal standards (one being limited knowledge or ability to apply and five being 
extensive knowledge or ability to apply). 
Further examination of the distribution of ratings was deemed necessary due to 
some ratings for skill areas displaying high amounts of variability. Table 10 summarizes 
the frequencies of ratings for five skill areas with high levels of variability. A 
consistency in responses was observed in the area of knowledge and application of 
neuropsychological assessment in which no respondents rated interns as being prepared 
extensively in this area. In the other areas, ratings were varied across levels of 
knowledge and ability to apply. 
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Table 6. 
Means, Modes. Standard Deviations, and Range for Knowledge and Application of Non-Traditional Assessment 
Skill M Mode SD Range 
Parents 
Knowledge 3.90 4.00 0.85 4.00 
Application 3.88 4.00 0.86 3.00 
Teachers/School Personnel 
Knowledge 4.14 4.00 0.78 3.00 
Application 4.21 4.00 0.78 3.00 
Community Agents 
Knowledge 3.43 4.00 1.08 4.00 
Application 3.52 4.00 1.05 4.00 
Note. While there were a total of 53 respondents to the survey, at times respondents did not respond to a particular 
item or responded with an unusable response. This resulted in an N of less than 53 for some items. 
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Table 6. 
Means, Modes. Standard Deviations, and Range for Knowledge and Application of Non-Traditional Assessment 













































Note. While there were a total of 53 respondents to the survey, at times respondents did not respond to a particular 
item or responded with an unusable response. This resulted in an N of less than 53 for some items. 
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T a b l e 10. 
Descriptive Data for Five Skill Areas With High Variability Between Supervisors' Ratings. 
Skill Area Limited Extensive 
Not 
1 2 3 4 5 
n n n n n n 
Knowledge 
Intervention/Preschool 9 9 
Assessment/Preschool 9 10 
Neuropsych Assessment 12 11 
Program Evaluation 5 9 
Research Strategies 5 11 
Application 
Intervention/Preschool 11 7 
Assessment/Preschool 10 9 
Neuropsych Assessment 13 10 
Program Evaluation 7 6 
Research Strategies 7 9 
10 7 6 11 
6 10 6 11 
8 8 0 13 
11 10 5 12 
13 7 3 13 
8 8 7 11 
5 11 6 11 
6 8 0 15 
13 8 5 13 
11 7 4 14 
Note. While there were a total of 53 respondents to the survey, at times respondents did not 
respond to a particular item or responded with an unusable response. This resulted in an N of 
less than 53 for some survey items. 
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Relationship between level of knowledge and level of application. To examine 
the relationship between the 28 knowledge skill areas and the 28 application skill areas, 
Pearson's correlations were calculated between knowledge and application for each skill 
area. Results indicated a significant positive correlation at the 0.01 level (two-tailed) for 
each of the 28 knowledge and application variables. All correlations between the 
knowledge of the 28 skill areas and the ability to apply the 28 skill areas ranged from .7 
to .96 with the majority of the obtained correlations in the .9 range. 
Percentage of job role interns spent performing five domain areas. Figure 1 
provides the mean percentages of the total job role school psychology interns spent 
performing each domain area as reported by the responding supervisors. The majority of 
the intern's total job role was reported to be spent performing Traditional Assessment 
(mean percentage = 50.2%). The second largest part of their job role was reported to be 
spent performing Interventions (mean percentage = 19.0%) followed by Consultation 
(mean percentage = 13.8%), Non-Traditional Assessment (mean percentage = 12.7%), 
and then Other skill areas (mean percentage = 4.3%). 
Percentage of job roles and job expectations for average school psychologist. 
Figure 2 displays mean percentages of time spent in job role by average school 
psychologist in the intern supervisor's school district or agency. Results indicated that 
supervisors reported that an average school psychologist performs Traditional 
Assessment for about half their job role (49.0%). The second most performed job role 
was Interventions (19.6%), followed by Consultation (16.7%), then Non-Traditional 
Assessment (9.6%) and the least amount of time spent in total job role was in Other skill 
areas (5.1%). Additional analysis was conducted to compare the time spent in job roles 
by an average school psychologist as reported by the internship supervisor and the time 
spent in job roles by school psychology interns through the use of a paired t-test. Results 









Other Skills Areas 
Traditional Assessment 
Figure 1. Mean Percentages of Total Job Role Interns Were Reported to 




Nontradit ional Assessment 
Other Skil l Areas 
Tradit ional Assessment 
Figure 2. Mean Percentages of Total Job Role an Average School Psychologist 
the Respondent 's District Were Reported to Have Spent Performing Each 
Domain Area. 
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an average school psychologist performed Consultation. Results indicated that average 
school psychologists from respondent's school districts or agencies spent significantly 
more time performing Consultation than did interns (t = 2.917, d f = 52, p < 0.5). 
Expected job roles by the school district or agency for an average school 
psychologist was examined by tallying the frequencies and percentages of the rank 
ordered ratings of the internship supervisors. Internship supervisors were to rank ordered 
from one to five, one being least expected and five being most expected, the five domain 
areas as to the expectations of the school district or agency for an average school 
psychologist to perform each area. Table 11 provides frequencies and percentages of the 
rank ordered ratings by intern supervisors. Traditional Assessment was most frequently 
nominated at the most expected job role and Non-Traditional Assessment was most 
frequently nominated as the second least expected job role. Consultation was most 
frequently nominated as the third expected job role, Intervention was rated more often to 
be the second most expected, and performing "Other" skills was most frequently 
nominated as the least expected job role. 
Additional Data 
Training program's objectives. Internship supervisors were given the opportunity 
to provide their perception as to the training institution's training objectives and whether 
they felt they were met during the internship. The survey provided open-ended questions 
for such information. Content analysis was used to group responses into similar 
categories by using the five domain areas and categorizing responses accordingly. 
Responses that did not fit into any of the five areas were listed as their own separate 
category. The investigator and a school psychologist categorized all the responses and 
determine inter-rater reliability was obtained at 94%. Table 12 lists these categories 
with the frequency that each were indicated. The majority of the intern supervisors 
reported that Traditional Assessment, Consultation, Interventions, or a well-rounded 
global experience were the training institution's objectives as the total number of 
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Table 10. 
Freqencies and Percentages of Rank Ordered Ratings of Job Role Expectations of Average School 
Psychologists by School District or Agency of Supervisor. 
Job Role Least 2nd Least Third 2nd Most Most 
Expected Expected Expected Expected Expected 
n % n % n % n % n % 
Traditional Assessment 9 17.00 1 1.92 2 3.80 3 5.70 37 49.80 
Non-Traditional Assessment 6 11.30 26 49.10 4 7.50 12 22.60 2 3.80 
Consultation 2 3.80 6 11.30 26 49.10 16 30.20 2 3.80 
Intervention 1 1.90 10 18.90 15 28.30 22 41.50 4 7.50 
Other 32 60.40 7 13.20 0 0.00 0 0.00 8 15.10 
Note. While there were a toal of 53 respondents to the survey, at times respondents did not respond to a particular 
item or responded with an usuable response. This reslted in an N of less than 53 for some of the items. 
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T a b l e 10. 
Frequencies and Percentages of Reported Training Ob jectives for Interns from Institution Being Rated. 
Training Objective n %a 
Traditional Assessment 17 21.52 
Consultation 15 18.99 
Interventions 12 15.19 
Well Rounded/Global Experience 12 15.19 
No Response 10 12.66 
Curriculum Based Measurement (CBM) 2 2.53 
Multicultural Awareness 2 2.53 
Research/Scientist Practitioner Model 2 2.53 
Comprehensive Service Model 1 1.27 
Non-traditional Assessment 1 1.27 
Report Writing 1 1.27 
Legal/Ethical 1 1.27 
Low Incident Assessment 1 1.27 
Exposure to All Grade Levels 1 1.27 
Behavior/Emotional Assessment 1 1.27 
Note. While there were a total of 53 respondents to the survey, at times respondents did not respond to a 
particular item, responded with multiple responses, or responded w ith an unusable response. This 
resulted in an \ of less than or more than 53 for this survey item. 
"Percentages are based on number of responses and not number of respondents. 
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responses for these resulted in 70.9%. Other less frequent responses are listed with their 
corresponding percentages. Information as to whether the intern met training objectives 
was examined by obtaining the frequency and percentages of Yes, No, Partially, or No 
Response for that survey item. Figure 3 provides the frequency and percentages of the 
responses. Twenty-nine of the respondents (54.12%) reported that the intern did meet 
the training objectives of the training institution; however 33 .96% (n=18) of the intern 
supervisors did not respond to this survey item. 
Recommended training decreases/increases. Additional open ended questions 
were used to assess intern supervisors' suggestions for increases or decreases in emphasis 
in training and their perception as to whether current training programs are training to 
meet the needs of the profession. Content analysis, as described previously, was used to 
group respondent's suggestions into similar categories. Then frequencies and 
percentages were tallied for the responses. Table 13 presents the frequencies and 
percentages of internship supervisors' recommendations for a need to decrease an 
emphasis in training. Responses stating that there were no recommended decreases in 
training emphasis made up 42.60% of the responses. Responses indicating a suggested 
decrease in the emphasis of Traditional Assessment in training made up 35.19%) of the 
responses. Other responses and their corresponding frequencies and percentages are 
provided. Table 14 provides the same information for recommended increases in 
training emphasis. Responses indicating a need for increased emphasis in the area of 
Consultation consisted of 27.72% of the responses and responses recommending 
increased emphasis in the area of Non-Traditional Assessment consisted of 23 .76% of the 
responses. Other responses and their corresponding frequencies and percentages are 
provided. 
Figure 4 presents the overall perception of internship supervisors as to whether 
training programs are training to meet the current needs of the profession. According to 
their responses, 43.4% stated that training institutions are currently training to meet 
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54.72% 
• Yes (N = 29) 
| Partial (N = 5) 
No (N = 1) 
No Response (N = 18) 
Figure 3. Frequencies and Percentages of Internship Supervisor's Perceptions as 
Whether Interns Met Professional Training Program's Objectives. 
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Table 10. 
Frequencies and Percentages for Recommended Decreased Need for Training Emphasis 
According to Intern Supervisors' Responses. 
Skill Area n %a 
None 23 42.60 
Traditional Assessment 19 35.19 
No Response 6 11.11 
Projective Assessment 2 3.70 
Statistics/Data 1 1.85 
Comprehensive Assessment 1 1.85 
Bilingualism/Multiculturalism 1 1.85 
Special Education Law I 1.85 
Note. While there were a tolal of 53 respondents to the survey, at times respondents did 
not respond to a particular item, responded with multiple responses, or responded with an 
unusable response. This resulted in an N of less than or more than 53 for this survey item. 
aPercenlages are based on number of responses and not number of respondents. 
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T a b l e 10. 
Frequencies and Percentages for Recommended Increased Need for Training Emphasis 
According to Intern Supervisors1 Responses. 
Skill Area n %a 
Interventions 28 27.72 
Non-Traditional Assessment 24 23.76 
Consultation 12 11.88 
Traditional Assessment 11 10.89 
Other (Grant Writing. Inservices. Curriculum) 8 7.92 
Clinical/Personality/Social-Emotional 6 5.94 
None 3 2.97 
No Response 3 2.97 
Knowledge of "Standards Movement" 1 .99 
Practicum Experience I .99 
Knowledge of Special Education Law 1 .99 
Psychopharmacology 1 .99 
Report Writing 1 .99 
Team Decision Making 1 .99 
Note. While there were a total of 53 respondents to the survey, at times respondents did 
not respond to a particular item, responded with multiple responses, or responded with an 
unusable response. This resulted in an N of less than or more than 53 for this survey item. 





A 22 .64% 
Yes (N = 23) 
No (N = 6) 
Partial (N = 12) 
No Response (N = 12) 
Figure 4. Frequencies and Percentages of Internship Supervisor's Perceptions as to 
Whether Professional Training Programs are Training to Meet the Current Needs of the 
Profession. 
4 8 
current needs. Only 11.32% indicated that they thought training programs are not 
training to meet current needs and 22.64% thought that training programs were partially 
meeting the current training needs. Twelve supervisors (22.64%) did not respond to this 
survey item. Those supervisors who thought that training programs were not meeting the 
current training needs of the profession or were meeting them partially provided areas 
they felt are lacking in professional training programs in order to meet current needs. 
Table 15 presents the frequencies and percentages of these. Training that is lacking 
according to intern supervisors consisted of intervention (30% of responses), 
clinical/counseling/pathology (13.33% of responses), and current services for current 
needs (10.00% of responses). No response made up 16.68%. Other responses and their 
corresponding frequencies and percentages are provided. 
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Table 10. 
Frequencies and Percentages of Responses by Internship Supervisors Indicating Training 
Areas that arc Lacking in Professional Training Programs to Meet the Current Needs of 
the Profession. 
Training Area n %a 
Intervention 9 30.00 
No Response 5 16.67 
Clinical/Counseling/Pathology/Affective 4 13.33 
Consultation 2 6.66 
Current Services for Current Needs 3 10.00 
Knowledge of Spccial Education Law 1 3.33 
Prevention 1 3.33 
Minority/Gang Issues 1 3.33 
Discipline 1 3.33 
Organizational Theory 1 3.33 
System Analysis 1 3.33 
Application of Knowledge/Experience 1 3.33 
Note. While there were a total of 53 respondents to the survey, at times respondents did 
not respond to a particular item, responded with multiple responses, or responded with an 
unusable response. This resulted in an N of less than or more than 53 for this survey 
''Percentages are based on number of responses and not number of respondents. 
Discussion 
The purpose of this study was to examine internship supervisors' perceptions of 
the preparation of interns provided by professional training programs. The overview 
discussed current training and practice trends of school psychologists as well as the 
continuous effort to increase the congruence between the training and practice of school 
psychologists. This congruence was deemed important because of the need to prepare 
school psychologists with a wide range of skills and knowledge of services in order to 
meet the demands of the profession and the expectation of their employment agencies. It 
was established that currently, training programs can individually determine how many 
courses or how much training is provided in order to meet core content objectives 
established by NASP (1994), thus providing variability across training programs as to 
program emphasis and the level of preparation provided in certain skill areas. In 
addition, the job role of school psychologists has widened due to societal factors and the 
passing of new federal laws pertaining to special education and the providing of 
psychological services in the schools (Alpert & Trachtman, 1980). This investigator 
examined internship supervisors' perceptions of the level of preparation being provided 
by school psychology programs in five domain areas (Traditional Assessment, 
Nontraditional Assessment, Consultation, Intervention, and Other). 
A survey mailed to school psychology intern supervisors provided the basis of the 
present investigation. Twenty-five training institutions from 16 states (representing all 
geographic regions) were rated by the intern supervisors who primarily consisted of state 
certified/licensed practicing school psychologists. It was reported by the supervisors 
that the interns spent about half of the total time in internship performing Traditional 
Assessment. Time spent in performing Consultation, Interventions, and Nontraditional 
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Assessment made up the majority of the other half with close to the same amounts of 
time being spent performing each. 
The overall preparation of interns by training programs to perform the five 
domain areas was perceived by intern supervisors (mean ratings) as being at a level 
between prepared and somewhat prepared for all areas except Other skill areas in which 
they were perceived to be prepared at a level between somewhat prepared and 
unprepared. These results suggest a possible wider range of training being provided to 
interns to meet the current need for a wider range of services. In addition, this parallels 
the premise that school psychologists practice what they are trained to do (Fisher et al., 
1986; Prout, 1983; Reschly & Wilson, 1995). Since interns are perceived as being 
prepared to perform Traditional Assessment, Nontraditional Assessment, Consultation, 
and Interventions, it would be logical to assume that they are practicing these skills more 
in their job roles. This investigator also examined the amount of the total job role interns 
spend performing the five Domain areas. The results support this assumption as interns 
were reported to spend about half their time performing traditional assessment and most 
of the other half of their time performing Nontraditional Assessment, Consultation, and 
Interventions. The perception of supervisors that interns are overall adequately prepared 
by training programs to perform activities in these areas and considering that it was 
reported that school psychologists are spending only half their time performing 
Traditional Assessment and more time performing Consultation, Interventions, and Non-
traditional Assessment may suggest a shift from a focus on Traditional Assessment 
(Wilson & Reschly, 1996) in training programs is occurring and more attention is being 
focused on training in these areas. 
Other findings of this study support this link between training and practice as 
results indicated that not only were interns perceived as being at a level of somewhat 
prepared to prepared in the knowledge of the 28 skill areas but also further examination 
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indicated that the intern's level of knowledge of each skill area was found to be highly 
correlated with the level of preparation to apply each of the skill areas. Again, the 
suggestion is that there is a more comprehensive level of training being provided by 
training programs. There were some skill areas that were found to have high levels of 
variability among the ratings from the supervisors. These areas were knowledge and 
application of preschool assessment, interventions with preschool age, program 
evaluation, research strategies, and neuropsychological assessment. One consistency 
among all of the above mentioned skill areas was a high frequency of the Not Applicable 
rating possibly indicating that the skill was not performed by the intern, no perception as 
to the level of knowledge or ability to apply, or no opportunity was presented to perform 
the skill. Distribution of these responses indicated that there was an additional consistent 
pattern of ratings in the area of knowledge and application of neuropsychological 
assessment where none of the respondents reported the level of preparation to be 
extensive and only few reported that there was somewhat extensive level of preparation 
provided. The indication is that there may be very limited training being provided in this 
area. In the other areas listed above, it can be hypothesized that the amount of training 
may vary by training program as to these specific skill areas. For example, while some 
training programs may provide adequate to extensive training in assessment and 
intervention with preschool age children, some may provide more limited or none at all. 
Further examination of perceived level of preparation in the 28 specific skill areas 
indicated mean ratings of below a rating of three (one being limited knowledge or ability 
to apply and five being extensive knowledge or ability to apply) in the areas of 
knowledge and application of projective techniques, assessment of bilingual/minority, 
low incident assessment, and application of intervention with bilingual/minority. Again 
the suggestion is that somewhat limited amounts of training are being provided in these 
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specialized areas or perhaps in the use of assessment and intervention with specific 
populations. 
Somewhat consistent with the amount of time interns spend performing activities 
in each domain area was the amount of time average school psychologists were reported 
to be spending performing the same domain areas. According to intern supervisors who 
responded to the survey, average school psychologists in their school district or agency 
performed Consultation more in their job role than did interns. About half the total job 
role of an average school psychologist was reported to be spent performing Traditional 
Assessment. The majority of the other half was made up of Consultation, Interventions, 
and Nontraditional Assessment. These results are somewhat consistent with that of 
Lacayo et al. (1981) who found that the amount of time spent in assessment that school 
psychologists were reported to perform on a daily basis was 40%. These results were 
also somewhat consistent with that of Smith (1984) for the areas consultation, 
intervention, and nontraditional assessment. Information regarding job and role 
expectations of an average school psychologist in the school district or agency indicated 
that out of the 53 respondents, most reported Traditional Assessment as the most 
expected job role. Data indicated that 41.5% reported Intervention, 30.2% reported 
Consultation, and 22.64% reported Nontraditional Assessment as the second most 
expected job role. This data suggests that there may be a desire for a more diverse role 
for school psychologists and expectations for a wider range of service delivery and 
according to the present study's results, school psychologists are adapting to these 
expectations based on how much time they are reported to be spending performing these 
areas. 
Examination of intern supervisors' perceptions as to training objectives and 
whether training institutions are training school psychologists to meet the current needs 
of the profession indicated that Traditional Assessment, Consultation, Interventions, and 
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a well rounded experience were the most frequently reported. About half of the 
supervisors that responded as to whether training programs are meeting current needs 
reported that they feel training programs are meeting the current needs of the profession. 
It should be noted that 18% of the sample did not respond. Only one supervisor reported 
that they are not meeting current training needs. Traditional Assessment was the most 
frequently reported area that supervisors saw a need for a decrease in emphasis. This 
information appears to be timely considering many programs are still emphasizing 
Traditional Assessment above other areas (Wilson & Reschly, 1996). The most 
frequently reported areas that intern supervisors saw a need for an increase in emphasis 
were Interventions, Non-Traditional Assessment, and Consultation. These are consistent 
with NASP standards and recommendations for training (NASP, 1994). Training in the 
use of Interventions was the most reported area that supervisors thought that training 
programs were lacking in order to meet the current needs of the profession, which is also 
consistent with their recommendation for training areas that need increased emphasis. 
Interventions/problem solving is currently one of NASP's five standards for graduate 
level training programs, therefore suggesting that perhaps further emphasis in the area of 
interventions with various populations would be beneficial (NASP, 1994). 
Limitations of the Study 
The current study's results are to be considered limited due to the response rate. 
A poor response rate may be due to several factors. The length of the survey, time of 
mail-out (end of spring term), surveys mailed-out to names and addresses that are not 
current, only about 25% of training institutions provided names and addresses of intern 
supervisors which limited number of survey mail-out, and results being based on a 
mailed survey rather than an interview all could be limiting factors that influenced the 
return rate. A second mail out was not performed in lieu of a post card follow-up for 
both mailouts due to time and financial constraints. Examination of sample 
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representativeness indicated that two NASP regions containing accredited training 
institutions may not be adequately represented by the respondents in this study and 
therefore limitations must be considered. All of the above mentioned factors should be 
considered as possible limitations to the representativeness and thus the generalizability 
of this study. 
In addition, the validity of the survey questions could also limit the level of 
interpretability due to respondents not understanding the statements, ranking, or rating 
scale, rushing through the survey due to time constraints, and due to the use of open 
ended questions that take more time and thought. Content validity was assessed with the 
use of practicing school psychologists but could have been more comprehensive with the 
use of unbiased professionals. Also, personal bias must be considered as intern 
supervisors could have rated interns from training institutions where there is invested 
interest or possibly be the training institution they attended and as a result, could have 
biased their responses. All the above limiting factors must be taken into consideration 
when interpreting and generalizing the results of this study. Additional variables that 
typically influence validity such as anonymity of all respondents and training programs 
and stressing the importance of the study were addressed. 
Further Research 
While the results of this study are thought to provide some timely and valuable 
information regarding the training and practice of school psychologists, further research 
is needed to expand and clarify these results. The methodology behind the present study 
could be modified to provide higher response rates, more reliable information, and more 
detailed information as to the current expectations of school psychologists. Changes may 
include a larger sample size of NASP accredited programs for all three training levels 
(masters, specialist, and doctoral) or having interns themselves rate their perceptions as 
to the level of training provided to them by professional training programs. Response 
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rates may be improved by shortening the length of the survey, performing mail out at a 
more convenient time for the sample, performing second and third follow-up mail outs, 
and obtaining more names of intern supervisors who are supervising interns in the field. 
Future Implications 
Although the previously stated limitations are to be considered, the present study 
does provide preliminary insight as to the level of preparation being provided by 
professional school psychology training programs. Overall, results suggest that change is 
taking place in the training and practice of school psychologists. Only about half the job 
role of the intern and an average school psychologist was reported to be spent performing 
Traditional Assessment therefore, more of the job role was being spent performing 
Consultation, Interventions, Nontraditional Assessment, and Other skill areas. Overall, 
intern supervisors felt training programs are doing an adequate job preparing interns to 
perform the job role and to meet the current needs of the profession. It is important to 
consider that as the demands and expectations of the job role of school psychologists 
change according to need, the level and type of preparation will need to expand and thus 
training programs will logically need to adapt to these needs. It appears that training 
programs are providing a more diverse level of training in an attempt to meet the current 
needs of the profession. It should be noted that Intervention was consistently the area in 
which intern supervisors expressed interns had a lack training in and expressed a need for 
increased emphasis in professional training programs. This need is logical as the 
populations being served and societal factors become more and more complex; thus more 
skilled training will need to be provided in order for practicing school psychologists to 
meet the needs of these populations. Intern supervisors responding to this study 
identified interventions with preschool age children, bilingual, and minority/special 
populations as areas that could be targeted more within current training program 
curriculums. 
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Overall, the need for training programs, interns, internship supervisors, schools, 
agencies, trainers, and practicing school psychologists to communicate as to the current 
training needs and current needs of the profession becomes more and more crucial as an 
attempt to provide a high level and quality of training for school psychologists 
continues. With the diverse level of needs being presented in today's school systems, 
school psychologists will continually be faced with the challenge of providing effective 
interventions, preventative and interventive consultation, adequate levels and types of 
traditional and nontraditional assessment and other services to a diverse and complex 
school age population. As school psychologists strive to provide this level of service, 
they will continually rely on training programs to provided timely and effective training 
for meeting these needs. Thus, the importance of continually examining and improving 
the congruence between the current training and the current practice of school 
psychologists cannot be overemphasized. Only by performing these types of "needs 
assessments" and evaluations can school psychologists continue to meet the needs of 
today's complex school age population in an adequate and effective manner. 
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School Psychology Internship Training Survey 
Please designate the training institution of the intern/interns you have supervised for which you will use for the 
completion of this survey : 
How many interns from this institution have you supervised since 1994? 
A . For each of the areas listed, please indicate the percentage of the total job role (%) intern(s) from this training 
institution provided services and your perception as to their level of preparation attained by the end of the internship 
year in the following areas by indicating either 1 = prepared, 2 = somewhat prepared, or 3 = unprepared. 
1. Traditional assessment 
(e.g. intelligence, adaptive behavior, achievement) 
2. Nontraditional assessment (e.g. CBM. 
systematic observations, interviews, ecological 
assessment) 
3. Interventions (e.g. behavior management, 
preventative programs, prcreferral systems, counseling) 
4. Consultation (e.g. parent, teacher, organizational, 
problem-solving) 
5. Other (e.g. grant writing, inservices, resources) 
% Of Job Role Level of Preparation 
(1 =prepared 2=somewhat 
prepared 3=unprepared) 
1 2 3 
2 
1 2 3 
2 3 
2 3 
B . Based on your supervision of intem(s) from this training institution, how prepared do you perceive interns from 
this training program (by the end of their internship year) to perform psychological services in an educational setting 
in each of the following areas? "NA" stands for "Not Applicable" 
Knowledge is defined as the awareness, or understanding of the facts, concepts, and theories associated with the 
specific skill area. 
Application is defined as the ability of the intern to demonstrate knowledge in the performance of the following skill 
areas within the roles expected of school psychologists. 
Traditional Assessment Knowledge Application 
Limited Extensive Limited Extensive 
1. Traditional assessment techniques 
(Instruments, design, administration, scoring) 1 2 3 4 5 NA 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
2. Interpretation and Integration 
of assessment results 1 2 3 4 5 NA 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
3. Assessment of special populations 
(Mentally disabled, learning disabled, 
emotionally disturbed, gifted/talented) 1 2 3 4 5 NA 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
4. Projective Techniques 1 2 3 4 5 NA 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
5. Behavioral Rating Scales 1 2 3 4 5 NA 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
Nontraditional Assessment 
6. One or more alternative assessment 
techniques (CBM, ecological, play-
based, dynamic) 1 2 3 4 5 NA 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
7. Interpretation and integration 
of nontraditional assessment 1 2 3 4 5 NA 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
8. Assessment and intervention with 





preschool age children 1 2 3 4 5 NA 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
10. Neuropsychological assessment 1 2 3 4 5 NA 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
11. Observation Techniques 
(systematic, anecdotal) 1 2 3 4 5 NA 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
12. Low incidence assessments (severe 
and profound mentally disabled, deaf/ 
blind) 1 2 3 4 5 NA 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
Interventions 
13. Intervention with bilingual and 
minority individuals 1 2 3 4 5 NA 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
14. Interventions with special populations 1 2 3 4 5 NA 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
15. Intervention with preschool children 1 2 3 4 5 NA 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
16. Home-school collaboration 1 2 3 4 5 NA 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
17. Preventative mental health (anger 
management, social skills training, drug 
education, crisis management) 1 2 3 4 5 NA 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
18. Preventative and remedial individual 
counseling techniques 1 2 3 4 5 NA 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
19. Preventative and remedial group 
counseling 1 2 3 4 5 NA 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
20. Preventative and remedial intervention 
techniques to improve or enhance academic 
performance 1 2 3 4 5 NA 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
21. Community Resources 1 2 3 4 5 NA 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
Consultation 
22. Consultation with parents 1 2 3 4 5 NA 1 2 J) 4 5 NA 
23. Consultation with teachers and other 
appropriate school personnel 1 2 3 4 5 NA 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
24. Consultation with community agent 1 2 3 4 5 NA 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
Other 
25. Program Evaluation 1 2 3 4 5 NA 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
26. Research Strategies (grant writing, in-
services) 1 2 3 4 5 NA 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
27. Resources (PsvchLit, Burros. Internet) 1 2 3 4 5 NA 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
28. Ethical and Legal standards 1 2 -> 4 5 NA 1 2 3 4 5 NA 
C . Please indicate the % of total job role an average school psychologist in your school district performs each 
skill domain: 





Other (grant writing, inservices, etc.) 
D. Rank order the following areas as to your perception of your school district's expectation for the average school 






Other (grant writing, inservices, etc.) 
E . What areas do you see a need for training programs to increase in emphasis? 
What areas do you see a need for training programs to decrease in emphasis'? 
F . What are training objectives/philosophies of the training program of the intern(s) you have supervised and how do 
you feel that they were met'.' 
G . Do you feel that training programs are training in areas that the profession needs? (Why or why not?) 
H . Demographic Information 
1. What is your current title? 
2. Is more than 50% of your activities spent in a non-school psychologist role? Yes NO 
3. When and where did you do your graduate training in School Psychology7 
4. What arc your present credentials/degrees/certifications? 
State Certified School Psych State Licensed School Psych NCSP Other 
5. How many interns have you supervised since 1994? 
Please check here if you have supervised interns from any other training institution than designated on this survey and would be willing to complete an additional survey form. 
PLEASE CHECK HERE IF YOU ARE INTERESTED IN RECEIVING A COPY OF THE RESULTS OF THIS 
STUDY. AGAIN THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION. 
Appendix B 
Training Program Cover Letter 
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I am currently exploring, through my Specialist Project, intern supervisor's perceptions of the link 
between the training and practice of their interns as well as the implications this has for current 
training trends in school psychology. Data gathered will provide information about the amount of 
time interns spend providing specific services, perceptions of the internship supervisor as to the 
level of preparedness the program graduate possesses in different areas of service (at the end of 
the internship experience), and specific recommendations internship supervisors have for 
professional training programs. 
This letter is to obtain a list from you of intern supervisors that have supervised interns from your 
institution since 1994. After obtaining such names, surveys will be mailed to those internship 
supervisors to assess how internship supervisors as a group perceive the amount, level, and focus 
of the training of their interns and how this is related to current training and practices in the field. 
Participation from you as well as the intern supervisors is completely voluntary and of 
course all information received is strictly confidential. I have enclosed a form on the reverse 
of this page that you may find useful, however it is not necessary if you already have such a list on 
file (on paper or computer). You may mail the names of intern supervisors to me in the enclosed 
pre-stamped envelope or by e-mail (see address at bottom). 
This investigation will serve as the requirements for my specialist project for the Specialist of 
Education Degree in School Psychology and possibly be submitted for future presentation and 
publication purposes. All participants will receive copies of the results of this study if they so 
desire. If you have any questions (or suggestions) or would like further information about this 
research, please contact me or my thesis advisor, Dr. Elizabeth lones. Thank you for your time, 
consideration, and participation. 
Sincerely, 
e-mail: Chris25MM@aol.com 
Christopher M. Matthews 
1721 Parrish Plaza Apt. A 
Owensboro, KY 42301 
(502) 689-0137 
Elizabeth L. Jones, Ph.D., NCSP 
Department of Psychology 
Western Kentucky University 
1 Big Red Way 
Bowling Green, KY 42101 
(502) 745-4414 
Internship Supervisor List 
Please provide 5 (or more) names and addresses for School Psychologists who have provided 
internship supervision for School Psychology Interns for your program since 1994. If you need 
more space, please photocopy this form, or use additional paper as necessary. Please return these 
names and addresses to Christopher Matthews at your earliest convenience via mail or email. 
Again all information provided will be kept confidential. Please feel free to contact me or my 
advisor if you have any questions. Thank you. 
Christopher M. Matthews (502) 689-0137 




















March 1, 1998 
To whom it may concern. 
You are being asked to participate in project conducted through Western Kentucky University. 
The University requires that you give your signed agreement to participate in this project. On the 
reverse of this consent form is a letter explaining the purpose of this project, the procedures to be 
used, and the potential benefits and risks of participation. Please read through the reverse side of 
this form and discuss any questions you have pertaining to the study with myself or my 
supervisor. If you then decide to participate in the project, please sign and date at the bottom of 
this page, fill out the enclosed survey, and return both to the address listed at the bottom. 
Refusal to participate in this study will have no effect on any future services you may be entitled 
to from the University. In addition, anyone who agrees to participate in this study is free to 
withdraw from the study at any time with no penalty. By signing the bottom of this consent form, 
you also acknowledge that it is not possible to identify all the potential risks in an experimental 
procedure, and that you believe that reasonable safeguards have been taken to minimize both the 
unknown and potential but unknown risks. I would just like to sincerely thank you for your time, 
consideration, and if applicable, your participation in this project. 
Sincerely, 
Christopher M. Matthews 
Signature of Participant Date 
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October 1, 1997 
To whom it may concern: 
I am currently exploring, through my Specialist Project, intern supervisor's perceptions of the 
amount and level of preparation their interns have received from their professional training 
program and the implications this has for current training trends in school psychology. Data 
gathered will provide information about the amount of time interns spend providing specific 
services, perceptions of the internship supervisor as to the level of preparedness the program 
graduate possesses in different areas of service (at the end of the internship experience), and 
specific recommendations internship supervisors have for school psychology training programs. 
Enclosed is a survey that has been mailed to internship supervisors who have supervised interns 
since 1994. These names were received from a request to the 97 NASP approved training 
programs in school psychology. This survey is an assessment of how internship supervisors as a 
group perceive the amount, level, and focus of the training of their interns and how this is related 
to current training and practices in the field. This information is expected to be very useful and 
important due to the implications such information can have on monitoring changes and new 
trends in the profession. Participation in this project is voluntary and of course confidential. 
The current investigation will serve as the requirements for my specialist project for the Specialist 
of Education Degree in School Psychology and possibly be submitted for future presentation and 
publication purposes. You will automatically receive copies of the results of this study in 
appreciation for you participation in this study. 
If you have any questions (or suggestions) or would like further information about this research, 




Christopher M. Matthews 
1721 Parrish Plaza Apt. A 
Owensboro, KY 42301 
(502) 689-0137 
Elizabeth L. Jones, Ph.D., NCSP 
Department of Psychology 
Western Kentucky University 
1 Big Red Way 
Bowling Green, KY 42101 
(502) 745-4414 
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WESTERN KENTUCKY UNIVERSITY 
Human Subjects Review Board 
Office of Sponsored Programs 
104 Foundation Building 
502-745-4652; Fax 502-745-4211 
E-mail: Phillip.Myers@Wku.Edu 
In future correspondence please refer to HS9828, February 3, 1998 
Christopher M. Matthews 
1721 Parrish Plaza Drive 
Owensboro, KY 42301 
Dear Mr. Matthews: 
Initial review of your application, "Examining the Link Between Training and Practice of School Psychologists: A 
Survey of Intern Supervisors," disclosed that revisions are needed as described below. 
1. Section C is ambiguous about informed consent. You need to include your name and the title of your project on 
the informed consent form and tailor it to your project rather than including it as the sample in the application 
packet. You need to say in Section C that human subjects will sign and return the informed consent letter. 
2. In Section D you need to explain how the data will be kept secure on University premises during the project. 
3. You need to attach the survey to the application. As you can imagine this instrument is critical to the review of 
your application. 
When these problems have been corrected we will continue our review. 
Please let me know if you have further questions. 
Director, Office of Sponsored Programs 
and Coordinator, Human Subjects Review Board 
c: HS9828 File 
Dr. Elizabeth Jones, Department of Psychology 
HSMatthewsRevisionLe 
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Appendix F. 
Frequencies and Percentages as to Perceived Level of Knowledge of Interns for Twenty Eight Skill Areas 
Limited Extensive 
1 2 3 4 5 N/Aa 












































































0 0.0 3 5.7 
0 0.0 3 5.7 
2 3.8 8 15.1 
3 5.7 7 13.2 
2 3.8 7 13.2 
2 3.8 8 15.1 
6 11.3 19 35.8 
7 13.2 17 32.1 
9 17.0 10 18.9 
























































Intervention with Preschool 
Knowledge 
Application 
12 22.6 11 20.8 
13 24.5 10 18.9 
0 0.0 2 3.8 
0 0.0 3 5.7 
9 17.0 14 26.4 
11 20.8 11 20.8 
10 18.9 18 34.0 
10 18.9 16 30.2 
0 0.0 6 11.3 
10 18.9 16 30.2 
9 17.0 9 17.0 



































































2 3.8 5 9.4 
2 3.8 8 15.1 
2 3.8 3 5.7 
2 3.8 4 7.5 
1 1.9 7 13.2 
2 3.8 6 11.3 
1 1.9 9 17.0 
1 1.9 11 20.8 
3 5.7 6 11.3 
2 3.8 6 11.3 
4 7.5 8 15.1 

















































Consultation with Parents 
Knowledge 1 1.9 1 1.9 
Application 0 0.0 3 5.7 
Consultation/School/Teachers 
Knowledge 0 0.0 1 1.9 
Application 0 0.0 1 1.9 
Consultation/Community 
Knowledge 1 1.9 11 20.8 
Application 1 1.9 9 17.0 
Program Evaluation 
Knowledge 5 9.4 9 17.0 
Application 7 13.2 6 11.3 
Research Strategies 
Knowledge 5 9.4 11 20.8 
Application 7 13.2 9 17.0 
Resources 
Knowledge 1 1.9 1 1.9 


















































Knowledge 0 0.0 2 3.8 3 5.7 26 49.1 20 37.7 1 1.9 
Application 0 0.0 3 5.7 1 1.9 25 47.2 22 41.5 1 1.9 
Note. While there were a total of 53 respondents to the survey, at times respondents did not respond to a particular item or responded with an unusable 
response. This resulted in an N of less 
a
 N/A represents responses of Not Applicable 
